he wrote to Will Hewer.elabo rated by James Thorpe, in 1950 , when, collating all the extant, 'certainly interdependent', copies (hereafter referred to as 1680), he argued that, although they were conceivably the work of one printing office, it was more likely that 'the seventeen copies represent ten different editions . . . set in what appears to be ordinary imported Dutch type . . . from the presses of at least three or four printers'. He also postulated the existence of a 'lost mixed copy' (which came to light in 1989) and proposed that the last edition might conceivably have appeared 'as late as 1690'. 9 Although a slightly bowdlerised version was published by Andrew Thorncome in 1685, and a shorter version, apparently authorized by Rochester's family, by Jacob Tonson in 1691, a 1680 certainly seems to have been readily available for purchase eight years after Pepys bought his copy. Henry Hills junior, a 'Messenger of the Press', reported to the Stationers' Company his purchase, on 7 and 8 March 1688, of four copies of Rochester's Poems on several Occasions, at a price of one shilling and sixpence for three of the copies and one shilling for the other, from booksellers on Tower Hill, in Westminster Hall, in King's Street, Westminster and in Pall Mall. 10 In consequence, Francis Leach was indicted for publishing the volume, but the case does not seem to have been brought to court. Five years later, however, Elizabeth Latham on 10 July 1693 was convicted of publishing Rochester's poems (described as 'scandalosum, flagitiosum, lasciviosum, vitiosum librum': this was clearly one of the editions of 1680 because the indictment quotes the first four lines of 'The Argument', a poem that did not appear in the editions of Thorncome or Tonson). And in 1698 the same Henry Hills as featured above was indicted for printing 'some obscene poems of my Lord Rochester's', but escaped abroad to avoid punishment.
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The circumstances of the printing trade out of which 1680 emerged remain unclear. Probably the situation concerning the printing presses operating in London was still largely as described by Sir Roger L'Estrange on 29 July 1668 and in a Stationers' Company record from the mid-1670s. Overlooking four printing houses, L'Estrange logged a total of twenty-nine, in which he recorded the existence of sixty-five presses and two proof presses, staffed by eighty-seven workmen, thirty-three pressmen, thirty-one compositors, twentythree apprentices, and three printers 'Att Mr Johnsons' awaiting indictment at the forthcoming quarter-sessions. D. F. McKenzie subsequently noted that the 634 products that year from the thirty-three printing houses formed less than 46% of the total products, the remainder being anonymously printed and generally defying attribution. The propor tion of anonymous printing, while at first sight surprising, becomes less so when the 'vastly over-equipped' condition of many of those printing houses is appreciated, in terms both of presses and of personnel, for, as McKenzie points out, a 'great disparity between productive capacity and recorded output' is a natural consequence. In a Stationers' Company entry dated 29 March 1675, a 'List of the printinghouses taken that day' detailed the names of the proprietors of the thirtythree printing houses, together with a record that since 1672 the three printing houses belonging to Edward Oakes, John Winter, and Peter Lillicrap, 'all deceased', had been 'bought in' by the Company.
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Wing lists seventy-six printers, identified either by name (forty-six) or by initials (thirty), as having produced 531 items of work in London during 1680 (compared with the slightly greater number of items produced in 1668 by thirty-nine named printers and thirty-five identified by initials). There is some evident duplication in the listing, and the identities of 'R.J.' and 'G.M.' remain elusive; in addition Wing notes that a further 640 items were anonymously published that year, a figure that closely replicates that reported by Given that each compositor leaves his own 'fingerprint' (or stylistic trail) in his work, 13 and the firm evidence from Pepys that his copy of 1680 was printed between July and October 1680, it might be possible to identify the printer of that edition by comparing its print with examples from the other roughly 530 items (recorded by Wing) issued that year with printer details. Even though the type ornaments in 1680 are not distinctive, 14 the identification of the printer ought not to be, on the face of it, an impossible task. Where the same type is used, the measurement of the same number of lines of text, from the top of a riser in the first line to the bottom of a descender in the last line, is likely to be constant and therefore an identifying feature; 15 so, too, may be the layout and, to a lesser extent, the spelling and punctuation. An even surer pointer will be the use of unusual or damaged type-face (although imperfect type is inevitably at greater risk of being discarded), especially when allied to less frequently used pieces, such as ligatures, or capital or italic letters, which are therefore likely to have a longer print life.
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(The use of paper analysis was discounted at an early stage partly because the cheap paper used for the earliest copies of 1680 was, to the unqualified eye of the present writer, in such common use as not to be a readily distinguishable feature, but mainly on the basis that typographic evidence would provide to the naked eye a more convincing and conclusive identification of the printer.)
It is not surprising, given the poor quality of the print and paper used for the earliest copies of 1680, and the clandestine circumstances surrounding publication, that a cursory survey indicates the possibility of two dozen By adapting the principle of triangulation, three letters in particular have helped to limit the quest to identify the printer: a large (nine millimetres) capital 'N' (page 115; see Fig. 2 ); in english italic upper case font, four millimetres in size, the letter 'J' in a simple walking-stick shape rather than the swash letter; and the equivalent English font letter 'Q' with the body coiled like a snail-shell rather than forming an 'O' shape and the flourish beneath extending more extravagantly to the left than usual (page 38, see Fig. 1 ).
Eight major academic libraries with large holdings of print from the Restoration Period were visited (see note 1), and in each institution every item was physically examined that contained in its imprint 'London', '1680' and an indication of the printer. Typically, this involved appraisal of around 200 titles in each library -183 at Princeton University Library, 198 at the Huntington Library and 207 at the Harry Ransom Center, Austin, Texas, for example -and although duplicate copies were regularly encountered, it is estimated that in excess of two thirds of the 531 titles listed by Wing have been checked.
The chosen means of identification were not, however, as certain to lead to the desired result as might be expected. Inevitably, because of the disparity noted by McKenzie in many printing houses, between productive capacity and recorded output, the selection criteria will have excluded some, probably much, work by the printer of the early editions of 1680 -specifically work without details of the printer, such as those with the imprint 'published by . . .' or 'printed for . . .'. Of the 809 titles catalogued at The Huntington Library, for example, containing 'London', '1680', and 'printed', 639 (80%) were excluded because the legend 'printed for . . .' (394) or 'printed in the year 1680' (245) offered no straightforward way to identify the printer. This is an enormous proportion, compounded by the revelation of Joseph Moxon that the 'Master-Printer' at a particular press generally provided his staff with eight different sizes of fonts to use, from which follows a proportion of the 531 Wing titles which used smaller or larger type being unavailable for comparison with 1680 (and it is not always easy to distinguish english and pica font sizes).
The large 'N', for example, initially seemed to offer the prospect of providing a unique identifier. Differing from the two other usages of the letter, in the Pepys and Huntington copies of 1680 (pages 28 and 63), the single instance on page 115 of the right-hand upright of the piece of type, shaved imperfectly so as to leave a parallel hair-line fracture part-way up the stem, suggested a means of conclusively identifying the printer (see Fig. 2 ).
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Unfortunately, a similarly (though not exactly) affected capital letter 'N' may be found in the products of at least half a dozen printing houses, 19 and further exploration reveals that the use of the two other letters is also unusual rather than unique, with the 'Q' both appearing less frequently and being difficult to identify. But although evidence of use of one or more of these three letters reduces the search to fewer than a dozen printers, it is the use of the english font 'J' in the shape of a walking-stick that provides the conclusive evidence. Only one size of the 'walking-stick' italic capital 'J' seems to have been in circulation, and although at least half a dozen printers evidently possessed some 'J' type pieces in the 'walking-stick' form, with one exception they all combine its use with the more normal swash 'J'. 20 The exception is the printer responsible for the Pepys and Huntington copies of possible that the absence of publisher's details in the catalogue conceals an increasing involvement by the former employee in the running of the business. 22 However, confirmation that the same printer was responsible for the three parts of the catalogue and the Pepys and Huntington copies of 1680 is provided by the title-page of A General Catalogue of all the Stitch'd Books, displaying a fractured 'N' in the word 'General', and by the contents of A Second Continuation, which shares with thirty lines of text in Pepys's 1680 exactly the same distance between the top of an ascender in the first line and the bottom of a descender in the last line, together with a distinctive italic 'Q' and 'J' (see Fig. 3a and 3b) and other significant typographical fea tures. 23 The first two parts deploy the regular swash 'J' but, suggestive of recent delivery of the type, the sole use of the 'walking-stick' 'J' in the third part and 1680 provides confirmation that Rochester's poems were published during the late summer or early autumn of the year of his death. And, tellingly, the indication on the fresh title-page for the collection, and on the specific title-page for the third part, that 'J.R.' was the printer, reduces the possibilities to one of just three men with those initials who were working in the 1670s and 1680s: John Richardson and either the father or the son bearing the name John Redmayne (also spelt Redmaine and Redman). Richardson, listed in L'Estrange's 1668 survey as working for James Flesher, subsequently ran a printing business from the Mitre Tavern, Fenchurch Street, between 1675 and 1703, and his work is distinctive from either 1680 or A Continuation of the Compleat Catalogue. 24 Conclusive proof that 'J.R.' stands for John Redmayne, however, is provided by the presence of the same palette in Clement Barksdale' 25 Little is known about John Redmayne. Wing indicates that he was initially apprenticed to his father, Richard, and then worked for (and married the daughter of) the printer Roger Daniel, who operated in Cambridge between 1641 and 1650, and subsequently in London at Lovell's Court, Paternoster Row, until shortly before his death in 1667. Redmayne is recorded as requesting, on 6 October 1656, the Stationers' Company on Daniel's behalf to return the printing press seized in connection with the printing of 'the Confession of Faith in 12o'. 26 Redmayne probably entered the Livery of the Stationers' Company in 1658, and Wing indicates that he jointly printed books with his father-in-law at those premises in 1659, 1660 and 1662. He subsequently printed on his own account under the names John (or Johannis) Redmayne, J. Redmayne, J. Redmanni, and J. de Rubra-Manni, and the initials 'J.R.' until his death in 1683. During a visit to Lovell's Court in 1668, Sir Roger L'Estrange had noted 'Att Mr Redmans' a total of two presses, two pressmen, four compositors, and an apprentice; the labour requirement for the twelve titles bearing Redmayne's imprint that were published in 1668 would have necessitated only a single pressman and two compositors. 27 Given that L'Estrange had noted that over one third of the printing houses had more than two presses, Noel Malcolm's observation that 'Redmayne was thus successful, but not exceptionally so' is arguably correct. 28 Wing records him only as a printer, but the boundaries between printing, publishing, and bookselling were not rigid. He may have been in partnership with various publishers, and some of the spare capacity might well have been taken up by publishing ephemera and, more lucratively, schoolbooks (such as Isocrates, Paraenesis in 1680 for the Stationers' Company (Wing I1078A)). Wing indicates that Redmayne's widow, Elizabeth continued to work in this latter field after her husband's death.
John Redmayne is recorded as having printed 160 titles between 1659 and 1676 (John or Jonathan Robinson seem more likely candidates for most of the 26 items 'printed by J.R.' during this period). They encompass a broad After Redmayne's death in 1683, he was succeeded by his sons John Redmayne junior (until 1690) and William (until 1700); his widow Elizabeth is also recorded as printing some titles, although probably not from her husband's premises (details are not included on the title pages). 30 Separately or collaboratively, the two John Redmaynes printed twenty-one titles between 1677 (when John Redmayne junior was released from apprenticeship to his father) and 1683 (see Appendix).
While it is not possible to be entirely certain which John Redmayne was responsible for 1680, the balance of probability is in favour of the elder Redmayne. Seven books published between 1682 and 1683 are signed 'J. Redmayne Jun', which might reasonably indicate that he had not been responsible for any printed earlier; his use of an italic swash capital 'J' rather than the 'walking-stick' version perhaps further supports this thesis, although less conclusively because of the time interval. 31 Interestingly, at some stage of their careers both father and son attracted unwelcome attention from the authorities: in addition to his brush with the law in 1656, John Redmayne senior was investigated in February 1663 for selling to John
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Williams a title that belonged to Roger Daniel, and was reported in February 1669 for unlawfully printing Socrates, 'a book belonging to the English stock'; in September 1670, his premises were raided by the Masters of the Stationers' Company and sheets of Hobbes' Leviathan were seized; in September 1676, warrants were issued to two Messengers of the Press to search the house of Redmayne and two other printers 'for Popish and unlicensed Books'; in March 1677 Redmayne appeared before the House of Lords Committee concerning libels, as a Mr Turner had informed the members that he had asked Redmayne to print an unlicensed book (Redmayne denied this, perhaps feeling obliged to for the sake of his business); and in 1696, John Redmayne junior was imprisoned as a 'hot-headed Jacobite' for printing 'all the libels against the Government since the Revolution'. 32 Although the reduced numbers of titles with the name of either John Redmayne in the imprint after 1677 might be held to point to a reduced involvement in the business or even retirement from that point by the elder John Redmayne, a continuing connection with the publishers Peter Parker and, especially, John Williams, hinted at by ten works 'Printed by J.R.', suggests no significant withdrawal before 1681.
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This paper represents a first step towards uncovering the full history surrounding the 1680 editions; yet to be identified are the other two or three printers Thorpe suggests were engaged, and the date of their involvement. But now established beyond reasonable doubt are the falseness of the 'Antwerp' imprint and the certainty of London as the place of its origin; the timeframe of the appearance of the first issue; the murky printing background against which the first printed collection of Rochester's poetry emerged; and also, with marginally less confidence, the identification of the elder John Redmayne as the agent by which Rochester became confirmed in the mind of the broader reading public as the leading exponent of 'Wit prophane'. 34 The research also in part explains the depth of the public association of Rochester with disreputable, if not actually scurrilous, writing which ultimately rendered unsuccessful Tonson's valiant efforts over a forty-year period to render him sufficiently respectable so as to be welcomed into a lady's cabinet. 35 
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